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Abstract: The increase in the weight of social entrepreneurship (SE) in the economy has driven the
increase in research on the subject. Within the set of approaches developed by scholars to analyse
SE, the institutional approach has recently acquired greater relevance. Following this research trend,
this article seeks to expand the empirical research on SE by focusing on the informal factors that are
less studied in the literature and using a cross-national base. Using the New Institutional Economics
and partial least squares–structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM), our findings show the influence
of cultural context on the SE dimension. In addition, this influence occurs through two groups
of variables led by social capital and corporate social responsibility, although their impacts show
opposite signs. These factors have important implications for policy makers in charge of fostering
SE development.
Keywords: culture; social entrepreneurship; corporate social responsibility; social justice; social capital;
sustainable development
1. Introduction
The two crises of this century are currently having devastating effects on the economy and social
structures of countries around the world. The 2007 crisis resulted in high levels of unemployment,
and cutbacks in social policy have increased the vulnerability of many segments of the population [1].
Without consolidation of recovery, the new crisis caused by COVID-19 will lead to more negative
economic and social scenarios, with a considerable increase in the magnitude of the vulnerable
population [2]. In these crisis contexts, social entrepreneurship (SE) emerges as a powerful tool for
civil society to meet the social needs and solve the problems that the public and private sectors are
unable to address [3,4].
Although SE is far from a recent phenomenon, the 2007 crisis increased interest in SE, in both the
public and academic spheres. In the first case, the increase in the contribution of the SE to the economic
growth, competitiveness, and sustainable development of countries and regions [5–7], together with its
role as a solution for state shortcomings in welfare provision [8], has led to SE assuming a more relevant
position in public authorities’ agendas. During the last decade, some supranational organisations,
such as the World Bank, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD),
and the European Union, have developed different projects with the aim of advancing the construction
of a favourable ecosystem where SE can flourish, develop, and consolidate [9–11].
From an academic perspective, studies on SE did not begin to appear in the literature until the
end of the 1990s. Since then, research has increased considerably, and the related approaches and
themes have evolved [12]. Hota, Subramanian, and Narayanamurthy [13] analysed the evolution
of research on SE between 1996–2017, distinguishing two stages. In the first phase, which lasted
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until the first decade of the new century, the volume of contributions was limited. The authors
focused on exploring the emergence of SE, its definitions, and its characteristics. In the second phase,
the conceptual theoretical development of SE was produced, with a shift in focus from an idealistic
position to a pragmatic one [14–26]. In recent years, scholars have focused on impact analyses of the
social, cultural, political, and economic contexts of SE [27–33], as well as determining the societal
values and individual attributes of SE [34–39]. Some authors claim to push SE research forward in
two directions: understanding the specific contextual framework that promotes the rise of SE and the
incorporation of cross-national empirical studies due to qualitative and case study methodologies
dominating the research [13,40].
On this basis, this article aims to fill in the gap by enlarging empirical research on SE and analysing
the contextual characteristics that favour SE’s development on a cross-national base. Using the New
Institutional Economics and partial least squares–structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM), we study
whether the cultural environment defined by social capital, entrepreneurship capital, social justice,
and corporate social responsibility (CSR) shape the size of SE. This conceptualization adds three
contributions not previously considered by scholars:
(a) The few studies on SE from an institutional perspective are focused on formal factors [40,41],
which are less difficult to measure than informal factors [42]. This issue is why social capital and
entrepreneurship capital are the most commonly studied factors, although they represent only a small
part of the global context that impacts SE. The inclusion of social justice and CSR fosters understanding
of the institutional complexity that influences SE. Of particular relevance is the addition of CSR
as a driver of SE, given that different authors have indicated a theoretical synergy between both
concepts [43–48]. However, no empirical evidence has validated this relationship.
(b) The use of structural equation modelling that allows us not only to expand the number of
variables but also to overcome the limitations of linear models that prevent us from considering
the interdependence of the variables and their mutual reinforcement processes [49,50], leading us to
consider the mediating role of some constructs.
(c) The use of a cross-country analysis, which represents an important advance due to the scarcity
of data on the international stage.
This work is organised into six sections. The first section is this introduction; the second section
analyses the current literature, which is used to propose the hypotheses on which the empirical study
is founded; the third section consists of the methodology used, the description of the dataset used for
the cross-country study, and the models developed; the results and the discussions are presented in the
fourth and fifth sections, respectively; finally, the sixth section presents the conclusions of the study.
2. Literature Review
Of the various perspectives used to analyse the parameters impacting entrepreneurship, the institutional
angle has recently emerged as the focus of a significant amount of studies [51–56]. Institutional analysis
explores the link between institutions and organisational schemes and the resulting impacts on the
economy, politics, and society in general [57]. Although there are several ways to handle the concept of
“institution”, the most standardised one is the method proposed by North, which defines institutions as
norms that provide the motivational structure of an economy, thus reducing risk and providing stability
by stipulating and determining the choices of individuals and shaping the gamut of prospects available
to society. More concisely, institutions embody the foundation of the performance of economies, which
is why certain economies establish institutions that result in growth, while others do not yield similar
results [58,59].
To appreciate the effect of institutions on the business environment, it is critical to distinguish
between formal and informal institutions: the former restrict individuals’ behaviours to facilitate
exchanges, while the latter relate to social norms and value systems, with a direct impact on the
application, interpretation, and fulfilment of norms [58,59]. An important amount of research has
established the relevance of informal factors on the business environment [60–66]; the impact of
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informal factors is more significant than that generated by formal factors [67]. The profile of SE based
on project, objectives, mission, governability, income generation, and profit distribution is unlike that
of other institutional forms [19,68–70], which suggests a specific combination of informal factors.
Although, conceptually, the nature of informal factors is delimited by formal factors, from an
empirical perspective, their concretion is complex, fundamentally due to the difficulty in their observation,
which is the main cause of their omission in many of the studies on the impact of institutions in the
economy [71]. Since informal factors include the social and cultural norms embedded in society [72]
from an aggregate perspective, the structure of the social values of a society defines the society’s
culture, and national culture is one of the antecedents of entrepreneurial activity [73]. Although many
studies offer a definition of culture [50,74–76], for the purposes of this study, we draw on Inglehart [77],
who proposes that culture is a set of basic, shared values that shape people’s behaviour in society.
These cultural values, which operate unconsciously, change depending on economic development.
Indeed, Inglehart [77–79] suggests that, at a certain level of wealth, values tend to change from
materialist to postmaterialist. Thus, the concept of postmaterialism refers to the extent to which the
population of a society confers greater value to basic objectives, including personal growth, self-worth,
and the need for important work, than to more materialistic objectives.
The literature is unclear regarding the impact of these postmaterialist values on entrepreneurship.
Using linear models, some studies propose a negative relationship based on the fact that entrepreneurial
activity is motivated by material objectives that are incompatible with the values of a postmaterialist
society [80–82]. In addition, the empirical evidence presented in other works on SE shows a positive
relationship based on the integration of a series of postmaterialist values (autonomy, concern for the
welfare of others, and prosociality) in organizational dynamics [69,83,84]. To clarify these contradictory
results, using four mediator variables, we propose a model in which postmaterialist values can
impact SE.
2.1. Postmaterialist Values, Social Justice, and CSR
The change in values proposed by Inglehart [77–79,85] is associated with the economic development
of nations. Consequently, postmaterialist values arise in societies that have passed beyond a certain
threshold of economic development: once the basic needs of survival and safety have been met,
individuals tend to focus on covering their higher needs related to self-expression and social justice.
The latter value is regarded as a priority in society [86,87].
Social justice is not a new concept. Coined in the 18th century, Adam Smith defined social justice
as the equal opportunities needed for all humans to prosper [88]. However, this concept did not fully
crystallise in society until a century later because of economic, political, and social problems in the
United States and the United Kingdom [89,90]. Presently, social justice is a key principle of society
as a result of the cultural and economic evolution of relevant value systems [91,92]. On this basis,
we propose the first hypothesis.
Hypothesis 1 (H1). The greater the prevalence of postmaterialist values is in a country, the greater the level of
social justice in that country.
In recent years, the relationship between social justice and entrepreneurship has received great
interest from researchers, practitioners, and policymakers. Some authors suggest that SE is rooted in
social justice [93,94] and define it according to its final objective: the attainment of justice in society to
ensure that all individuals have a decent quality of life [95]. Although from a theoretical perspective
the relationship between social justice and SE has already been demonstrated, there are no empirical
studies that support this. This leads us to consider social justice as an element of the institutional
context with an indirect impact on SE.
Indeed, the emergence of social justice as a consequence of the negative impact of globalisation on
the rights, opportunities, and living conditions of people leads us to consider it as a condition for the
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sustainability of a socially responsible market economy [96]—i.e., a regenerative factor of sustainable
development [97]. Thus, as an underlying factor, social justice has an impact on CSR. The relevance of
CSR has grown substantially over the last three decades due to the importance of sustainability and
the key role of enterprises in the resolution of social and environmental issues [98]. Notwithstanding
the large volume of research underwriting new theories, approaches, and terminology [99], the idea of
CSR remains fairly obscure due to the duality of entrepreneurial strategies and ethical attitudes [100].
In the latter case, CSR is understood as compliance with certain ethical requirements that cement the
relations between society and businesses. Hence, beyond any other consideration, CSR is an ethical
obligation [99] (p. 53). On this basis, CSR is considered a country-wide tool for development [101],
whose objective is to achieve sustainability. Sustainability, here, is understood as the process of achieving
human development in an inclusive, connected, equiparable, prudent, and secure manner [102].
These arguments lead to the second hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2 (H2). The higher the level of social justice is in a country, the greater the level of CSR in
that country.
However, CSR is also directly influenced by changes in values. Indeed, a wide swath of research
has demonstrated that at an individual level, postmaterialism is related to attitudes favourable to
the environment and volunteering [77,103,104]. In the space of a few years, this development has
encouraged companies to include CSR in their business dynamics as a result of two axes of action:
(1) The evolution in values, which has led to CSR being considered of global cultural value [105]
and reflects the transformation of stakeholders’ internal and external values; this, in turn, impacts
the actions of the enterprises they are associated with. (2) The strategy by which companies commit
to certain social and environmental behaviours to ensure continuity and growth [106–108]. Thus,
the increase in CSR is not only explained by national inertias and trends (as economic globalisation is
strongly linked to its emergence [109]) but is also derived from economic development and the ensuing
changes in values. Consequently, we pose the third hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3 (H3). The greater the prevalence of postmaterialist values is in a country, the greater the level of
CSR in that country.
Understanding CSR as a world cultural model, CSR has a direct impact on the socially responsible
initiatives developed by companies [105]. Considering the institutional theory of CSR [110], firms
will behave in a responsible way as a consequence of external pressures by confronting stakeholder
groups—mainly investors, competitors, and the concerned public—due to their corporate visibility [111].
From an internal perspective, corporate governance plays an important role in determining CSR
actions [112–115]. In this way, we can conceptualise CSR as a business driver to transfer cultural values
from the macro-level and transform them into part of the corporate culture at the micro-level.
From this micro perspective, CSR can be considered as an outcome of the requirements of social
environment, enacted by the institutional framework of business [116] (p. 341) and, consequently,
includes a large variety of practices that go beyond a firm’s typical activities that suggest engagement
of the corporation in ecological and social issues [117]. Although this approach to CSR shares some
aspects with SE, they are different concepts, which needs to be clarified to understand the relationship
between them.
Taking CSR to be a concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns into their
business operations and their interactions with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis [118], many authors
suggest that both concepts are synonymous since CSR projects are implemented by social entrepreneurs
within companies, which is thus considered corporate social entrepreneurship [14,44,119–121]. In contrast,
other authors consider CSR and SE to be different concepts, drawing on two criteria: objectives and the
appropriation of profits [17]. CSR involves the integration of social factors in business dynamics to
legitimise a company’s existence with a proactive focus that goes beyond legal obligations. Conversely,
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the purpose of SE is to resolve a social problem with the objective of social value creation [18]. The second
characteristic that differentiates the two concepts is the appropriation of the profit generated. In SE,
which is defined as not-for-profit, profits are a tool to achieve a social mission and are reinvested in
the project. In contrast, the final aim of socially responsible companies is the maximisation of profits
directed towards shareholder value appropriation [23].
Despite these differences, the two concepts are interrelated, and SE can be regarded as a natural
development of CSR [122]. However, this relationship is regarded as negative, given that the greater
involvement of companies in socially responsible activities reduces market opportunities for the
generation of SE. Furthermore, although an increase in donations, a fundamental tool in CSR, to a
large number of non-governmental organisations can allow a company to be less dependent on public
funding [123,124], it also prevents that company from evolving towards entrepreneurial initiatives,
which requires independence from resource mobilization and sources of income [18]. Consequently,
we put forth the fourth hypothesis:
Hypothesis 4 (H4). The higher the level of CSR is in a country, the lower the size of SE in that country.
2.2. Postmaterialist Values, Social Capital, and Entrepreneurship Capital
From an economic perspective, the construct of social capital has generated growing interest
due to its contribution to economic development [125–129]. Despite the simplicity of its content,
its multidimensional nature has led to the lack of a unifying definition [130]. Coleman [131,132]
defines social capital against physical and labour force as a group of social resources with established
interactions that can enhance the efficiency of society through the promotion of coordinated action.
In this line, Putman [133] emphasises the importance of trust and social networks, defining social
capital as a set of networks of interpersonal trust driven by norms of reciprocity and mutual assistance
with strong links to social involvement and participation in community associations. The introduction
of this construct suggests that social capital is a capability that arises from the prevalence of trust in a
society [127]. Considering that postmaterialism includes a sense of community and the self-expression
values that nurture social capital [85,134], we propose the fifth hypothesis:
Hypothesis 5 (H5). The greater the prevalence of postmaterialist values is in a country, the greater the level of
social capital in that country.
At a high level, social capital can be interpreted as a philosophy of trust and tolerance [77] that
results in the improved efficiency of society by enabling coordinated actions [133]. In this manner,
social capital is viewed as a primary factor that encourages entrepreneurship as it promotes the
flow and exchange of information, the coordination of activities, and communal decision-making
schemes [135–138]. The idea of collectivism is a fundamental trait of social capital that provides a
straight connection to SE. The research conducted by Ostrom [139–141] firmly established that social
capital is a primary factor in local self-sufficient communities, implanting social norms between the
contributing stakeholders to effectively manage collective resources. This behaviour is in line with SE
as an initiator of joint action to transmute and assimilate individual needs to enable the empowerment
of the community through the creation of communal wealth [70,95]. Consequently, SE cannot be
generated without strong social involvement with the community. Considering the above, we put
forth the sixth hypothesis:
Hypothesis 6 (H6). The higher the level of social capital is in a country, the greater the size of SE in that country.
Conversely, social capital also affects SE through entrepreneurship capital. In the last decades of
the 20th century, studies on economic growth have focused on entrepreneurship capital as a parameter
to demonstrate the impact of the capacity of economies to generate new ventures [135]. At a high
level, entrepreneurship capital can be interpreted as a group of agents and institutions that enable the
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establishment of new ventures [142]. In other words, entrepreneurship capital is an amalgam of social,
legal, and institutional forces that allow for entrepreneurial activity in each territory [143]. This is
evidenced by the fact that strongly growing economies tend to draw more entrepreneurs [144].
Several researchers see social capital and entrepreneurship capital as equivalent concepts.
Audretsch, Keilbach, and Lehmann [142] assert that entrepreneurship capital can be viewed as a
subtype of social capital. Undoubtedly, the impact of social capital on economic growth is broadly
acknowledged. However, there are numerous theories related to the impact on entrepreneurship.
Nevertheless, entrepreneurship capital always has a positive impact on entrepreneurial activity.
Therefore, we put forth the seventh hypothesis:
Hypothesis 7 (H7). The higher the level of social capital is in a country, the greater the level of entrepreneurship
capital in that country.
Not only does entrepreneurship capital impact the generation of enterprises, it also fosters their
variety in each economy [142]. In this sense, considering SE as a form of entrepreneurship [145],
and thus complementary to other companies [16,146], we propose the final hypothesis:
Hypothesis 8 (H8). The higher the level of entrepreneurship capital is in a country, the greater the size of SE in
that country.
Figure 1 summarizes the proposed hypotheses.
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3. Model and Data
To verify the hypotheses, we developed a PLS-SEM. This method is adequate for causal–predictive
analysis when there is a lack of theoretical information. It allows one t e tima e non-observable
latent variables when establishing d pendent linear relationships (regres ion ) among them, thereby
deter ining the paths between endogenous and exogenous constructs [147–149]. Then, PLS combines
the predictive analysis of classic multivariate techniques with psychometric analysis. This mod l was
chosen because it works adequately when the data sample is heterogeneous, s all, and the theoretical
model is causal and complex [148–150]. In addition, it is very flexible, as it admits both categorical
and continuous scales [151]; it has no requirement for multivariate normality, generates consistent
estimators without making any previous distributional assumptions, and does not have problems
with multicollinearity [152–154]. The stability of the estimated parameters is calculated by means of a
resampling method (bootstrapping or jack-knife), while the sample requirements (size and distribution)
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are lax because PLS-SEM divides the model into many segments as blocks of variables, analysing each
one of them separately [152,155]. Nevertheless, the minimum size of the sample must be, at least,
10 times higher than the number of antecedents pointing to the more complex dependent structural
variable [152,156,157].
PLS-SEM analysis requires the use of two sub-models: the measurement model and the structural
model. Although PLS-SEM simultaneously calculates the parameters of the measurement and structural
sub-models, it is, nevertheless, recommended to analyse them separately [158]. The first sub-model
results from the application of a factor analysis to determine the loadings of the indicators and if they
are properly placed in the corresponding construct. The latent variable condenses the information
provided by the observable variables, and these indicators can be related to the construct in a reflective or
formative way. We defined only the reflective indicators, so we must analyse only their loadings. The
quality analysis establishes whether the indicators are correctly assigned to the construct and whether the
theoretical conceptions defined in the constructs are adequately measured by the indicators assigned. If
the indicators do not define the assigned construct or do not meet the standard criteria, they are removed.
The second model, the structural one, defines the paths or dependency relationships among
latent variables based on the hypotheses of the theoretical model [152]. This sub-model permits one to
establish dependency relationships among latent variables and allows one to evaluate the importance
of the interactions between them by means of the structural (path) coefficients that are obtained from
the regression of the formerly estimated non-observable variables.
Considering the above, PLS-SEM is a good methodology for our study. The proposed model was
organised into 6 non-observed variables, fed by 27 indicators. A database for 52 countries was then built.
Table 1 shows the specifications of the constructs and indicators along with their sources and countries.
Table 1. Constructs, indicators, sources, and countries.




Economically oriented hybrid (SE3)
Socially oriented hybrid (SE4)
Change in values [159,160] Materialist/postmaterialist index (CHV1)
Autonomy index (CHV2)










Nascent entrepreneurship rate (EC1)
New business ownership rate (EC2)
Established business ownership rate (EC3)
Improvement-driven opportunity entrepreneurship (EC4)
Social capital [159,160]
Active members of art, music, or educational organization (SC1)
Active member of environmental organizations (SC2)
Active member of charitable/humanitarian organizations (SC3)
Active member of professional organizations (SC4)
Active member of sports and recreations (SC5)
Trust people of another nationality (SC6)
Trust people you know personally (SC7)
Trust people you meet first time (SC8)
Trust in your neighbourhood (SC9)
Countries: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica,
Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Dominic Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala,
Honduras, Hungary, India, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Lithuania, Latvia, Malta, Moldova, Netherlands, Norway, Paraguay,
Peru, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine, United
Kingdom, Uruguay and USA.
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4. Results
Figure 2 shows the resulting model, while Tables 2–5 contain the coefficients obtained for it.
Assessing the quality of the model requires an analysis of each of its components. An analysis of
the measurement model was conducted to confirm if the indicators could serve to symbolize the
theoretical concepts and if they are unidimensional. The standard literature establishes the criteria
that must be met [148,152,153,163–165] in terms of reliability and validity (see Figure 2 and Tables 2
and 3). First, individual reliability is measured by the factor loadings, which should be greater than
0.707. Graphically, the loadings are illustrated by the arrows between the latent variables and their
indicators. Initially, there were 48 indicators used. However, 21 of them did not meet the criteria and
were removed. Second, the internal consistency among the constructs and their items is measured
by Cronbach’s Alpha (values higher than 0.7 should be accepted) and by the Composite Reliability
Index (which should be greater than 0.85). Third, to evaluate whether the sets of indicators represent
the underlying latent variable, the convergent validity is analysed by means of the average variance
extracted (AVE) from the constructs: the standard criterion is 0.5 or more. Lastly, the Fornell–Larker
criterion serves to assess the discriminant validity; it indicates that each indicator has a stronger relation
with its construct than with the others. The values of the cells on the diagonal must be greater than the
values of the corresponding row [163].
Table 2. Measurement model: scale reliability and convergent validity.
Construct AVE Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha
Change in values 0.823 0.903 0.786
CSR 0.792 0.884 0.738
Entrepreneurship Capital 0.651 0.881 0.822
Social Capital 0.685 0.951 0.942
SE 0.698 0.902 0.855
Social Justice 0.837 0.969 0.961
Table 3. Measurement model: discriminant validity Lornell–Larker criterion.







Change in values 0.907
CSR 0.444 0.890
Entrepreneurship Capital 0.173 0.159 0.807
Social Capital 0.885 0.375 0.162 0.828
SE 0.120 −0.038 0.693 0.202 0.836
Social Justice 0.472 0.566 −0.016 0.305 −0.055 0.915
After the measurement model is validated, we evaluate the explanatory capacity of the structural
model. In this case, we use the R2 and the path coefficients (see Table 5). The coefficient of R2
explains the quantity of variance of the endogenous latent variable explained by the exogenous
constructs [151]. As in a linear regression, the higher the coefficients are, the better the model is [152],
and no rejection limit is set [166]. In this case, the R2 value, 0.527 for SE, indicates a good fit, considering
a reduced number of independent constructs affecting it. The path coefficients show the strength of the
relationship among constructs, and their algebraic signs indicate the nature (growing or decreasing) of
their relationship.
This model supports the importance of cultural factors in SE, explaining slightly more than 50%
of its variance. Notably, the R2 (0.527) is markedly high if we consider that the endogenous construct is
only explained by three latent variables: entrepreneurship capital, social capital, and CSR. Our results
indicate that entrepreneurship capital has a very substantial influence on the existence of SE since the
coefficient between both variables (0.700) is the most robust, and the correlation between them (0.693)
is one of the highest that can explain SE.
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Capital Social Capital SE
Social
Justice
Change in values 1.000
CSR 0.444 1.000
Entrepreneurship Capital 0.173 0.159 1.000
Social Capital 0.885 0.375 0.162 1.000
SE 0.120 −0.038 0.693 0.202 1.000
Social Justice 0.472 0.566 −0.016 0.305 −0.055 1.000
Path coefficients
Original






Change in values—>CSR 0.228 0.214 0.150 1690 **
Change in
values—>Social Capital 0.885 0.888 0.029 30,480 ***
Change in
values—>Social Justice 0.472 0.473 0.121 3902 ***
CSR—> SE −0.212 −0.205 0.081 2630 ***
Entrepreneurship




0.162 0.181 0.137 1680 **
Social Capital—>SE 0.168 0.158 0.102 1687 **
Social Justice—>CSR 0.459 0.481 0.163 2821 ***
*** p < 0.005 ** p < 0.05.
Table 5. Hypothesis compliance.
Hypotheses Accepted
H1. The greater the prevalence of postmaterialist values in a country, the greater the level of social justice
in that country X
H2. The higher the level of social justice in a country, the greater the level of CSR in that country X
H3. The greater the prevalence of postmaterialist values in a country, the greater the level of CSR in
that country X
H4. The higher the level of CSR in a country, the lower the size of SE in that country X
H5. The greater the prevalence of postmaterialist values in a country, the greater the level of social capital
in that country X
H6. The higher the level of social capital in a country, the greater the size of SE in that country X
H7. The higher the level of social capital in a country, the greater the level of entrepreneurship capital in
that country X
H8. The higher the level of entrepreneurship capital in a country, the greater the size of SE in that country X
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The second of the explanatory latent variables for SE in the model is social capital. In this
case, although the relation between both variables is not as robust as that between social capital
and entrepreneurship capital, it still shows the power of the construct in determining the size of SE.
It should be noted here that the relevance of the coefficient of determination for entrepreneurship
capital (0.026) is somewhat low, as this endogenous latent variable is explained by a single exogenous
construct. This is because the examination of entrepreneurship capital is instrumental in this study,
so it is reasonable that the explanation of this variable in the model is limited, as it depends on many
factors not analysed here.
Lastly, the third construct explaining SE is CSR. In this case, CSR is presented in the model as an
endogenous latent variable that depends on two new constructs: changes in values and social justice.
These two constructs notably explain 36% of the CSR variance. The robust relationship among changes
in values, social justice, and CSR notably has coefficients of correlation of 0.472, 0.444, and 0.566,
respectively, as can be seen in Table 4. However, the correlation between CSR and SE (0.038) is much
less substantial, suggesting a relationship that is weak but statistically significant within the model.
The quality criteria fulfilment of the measurement and structural models allows us to prove all
the hypotheses proposed (see Table 5).
5. Discussion
From a global perspective, the results obtained confirm that institutional economics is an adequate
theoretical approach to explain entrepreneurial activity, regardless of the different legal forms. In the
case of SE, the creation of social value to trigger social change and address social needs as its main
aim [14,18,21,24,26,70] suggests the need for a specific cultural context to flourish. Under the umbrella
of cultural change, our work shows two specific combinations of informal factors that impact SE in
opposite directions.
5.1. Social Capital, Entrepreneurship Capital, and SE
The first combination of informal factors that impact SE is composed of postmaterialist values,
social capital, and entrepreneurship capital and allows us to prove Hypotheses 5–8.
Other studies established a negative relationship between post-materialistic values and entrepreneurial
activity based on the fact that business activities are motivated by material objectives that are
incompatibles with post-materialistic values [80–82]. However, the particularities of SE in its mission
and project orientation allowed us to prove a positive relationship, albeit indirectly.
Indeed, the relationship between culture and SE involves social capital as its main driver.
Our findings demonstrate that the sense of community and values of self-expression that comprise
postmaterialism feed social capital, as suggested by Inglehart [85] and Welzel, Inglehart, and
Deustch [134]. In this line, Putnam [133] established that a culture of trust facilitates the implementation
of coordinated activities (in line with Putnam [133]), which shape a sense of community, thereby
fostering the appearance of SE, which requires vigorous social connections with the community.
However social capital has a direct and indirect impact on SE, cementing its significance as
an answer to difficulties in human interaction, engendering more and better cooperation among
individuals than one would reasonably expect [57]. The direct effect on SE reaffirms the necessity of
this core aspect in business development focused on the community or collectivistic groups, as the
primary aim is to address social needs.
For indirect impact, the relationship confirms the approach of Audretsch, Keilbach, and Lehmann [142],
which views entrepreneurship capital as a subtype of social capital. The impact of the former on SE
is of great relevance, as it is the most robust of the three mediating variables, thereby confirming
the key role of entrepreneurship capital in motivating business activities, regardless of the type of
economic organisation generated. This indirect effect indicates that entrepreneurship capital has a
very substantial influence on the existence of SE. Consequently, we can extend the ideas of Beugelsdijk
and Noorderhaven [144] and state that if the highest-growing economies are those that attract the
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most entrepreneurs, then they will also be those where SE is the most likely to arise. However,
entrepreneurship capital also acts as a moderating variable, expanding the positive influence of
social capital into the dimension of SE. This suggests that the power of social capital, as an informal
institutional factor for fostering SE, increases when there is a positive climate for business.
5.2. CSR and SE
The second group of informal factors that impact SE consists of postmaterialist values, social
justice, and CSR; this group permits us to accept Hypotheses 1–4. Although these three constructs are
interrelated, only the CSR has a direct effect on SE, highlighting the interrelation between both concepts.
Since the beginning of the new century, CSR has acquired remarkable relevance due to the great
importance of sustainability. At the macro level, CSR is related to sustainable development [99] based
on the integration of social, economic, and environmental considerations [167]. From this perspective,
sustainable development is considered a process to achieve human development “in an inclusive,
connected, equiparable, prudent and secure manner” [102] (p. 876).
Although CSR analysis is linked to its three dimensions, the results obtained in the model exclude
the environmental dimension. As we explained in the methodology, the definition of each construct,
the unobservable variable, is defined by a set of indicators, observable variables, which must meet
certain reliability and validity criteria. Those that do not meet such criteria are removed, as was the
case with the environmental indicators. This is why the analysis of the link between CSR and SE was
carried out from social and economic perspectives.
5.2.1. Social Dimension of CSR
From a macro perspective, the conceptualization of CSR is shifting towards a broader concept that
includes not only the aspects of corporate conduct that impinge on social, environmental, and economic
issues but also the role of business in relation to sustainable development goals [168]. Using this
global approach, CSR is presented in this study as an endogenous latent variable depending on two
constructs: changes in values and social justice. This means that a socially responsible activity is
substantially determined by contextual factors related to the shift of society towards postmaterialist
values. In this way, we can consider CSR as an outcome of the obligations of [the] social environment,
enacted by the institutional framework of business [116] that includes the business actions considered
desirable for the social construction of values, beliefs, and norms [169].
In the relationship between culture and CSR, social justice has a fundamental role. Following
Schraad–Tischler [91] and the United Nations [92], this model confirms that social justice is the result
of the evolution of a value system towards postmaterialist values. In addition, social justice is part of
the CSR and, therefore, affects CSR activities. This role of social justice as a mediating variable expands
the impact of culture on CSR and SE. Consequently, this model also confirms that the shift of society
towards postmaterialist values fosters the consolidation of CSR and allows us to conceptualise this
latent variable, in line with Shamir [105], as a global cultural value reflecting stakeholders’ changes in
values and responding to their demands [116].
This approach to CSR as a global outcome is interconnected with SE. Both concepts are rooted in a
social orientation that translates into an active commitment with the people that companies aim to
support and with local communities. This link with local communities facilitates the development and
maintenance of lasting relationships with local stakeholders, thereby ensuring the social impact of CSR
through SE.
5.2.2. Economic Dimension of CSR
From an economic perspective, CSR and SE have much in common. At the macro level, economic
sustainability refers to efficient and equitable economic development that generates an increase in the
well-being of society. The translation of this concept to the corporate level determines the orientation of
a company towards the generation of economic value with an impact on the communities in which that
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company operates. This refers to employment and the production of goods and services, which might
involve sourcing from local suppliers and selling to local customers [170]. This approach is shared
by SE, which seeks to generate a positive impact on society by offering innovative solutions to social
changes. In addition, SE also contributes to economic growth, engaging job creation, revitalizing local
economies, and boosting the potential for progress [7]. These two dimensions are interdependent since
SE’s ability to face social problems depends on its capacity to attract support from stakeholders and
generate income [171].
Despite this shared orientation, CSR and SE have multiple differences in their purposes, structures,
levels of profit generation, and stakeholder perspectives. CSR refers to business decisions to sustain
social causes, while SE refers to a business that wants to provide solutions to social problems.
Nevertheless, there is a complementary relationship between the two concepts. CSR indicates that
a company interacts with its surrounding communities in several ways not directly related to the
traditional operational aspects of running a business [170]. One of the main tools used is corporate
philanthropy, defined as a direct contribution by a corporation to an organisation, cause, or project,
most often in the form of cash grants, donations, and/or in-kind services [172].
In this way, corporate philanthropy, as an element of the economic dimension of CSR, can act
as a key driver for SE creation. Note that financing represents one of the greatest challenges for SE.
The attainment of the social mission also requires economic viability [173]. Although funding must be
based on a portfolio of resources, private donations are an important source of funding and play a
primary role in the financial leveraging of SE [174], but they cannot be the main source of financing
over the long term.
This ability of the CSR to generate spin-offs will depend on the development of the relationship
between the company and SE, since this relationship has a direct effect on SE’s financial sustainability [175].
Thus, in the first phase, the philanthropic stage, this link is based exclusively on donations, which
are considered to be the most passive form of CSR. As the CSR impact on core business operations
increases, the relationships generate social share value for the two parties, eventually reaching the
organizational stage with the development of new business opportunities [176–178]. This transition
involves moving towards a more strategic approach for selecting social issues to support over the
long-term based on partnerships.
These arguments confirm that CSR and SE are connected and oriented towards solving social
problems, but they also highlight the trade-off between business and social imperatives in SE, justifying
its negative and weak relationship with CSR. In situations of economic crisis, such as that in which
this work is framed, the decrease in private CSR contributions to support social causes has a positive
effect on the size of SE, which makes us think about other sources of financing, such as public support,
thereby reducing SE’s financial dependence on CSR.
Finally, although the data used in this work are from ten years ago, the results are still valid today.
The data used to develop the model emerged from a context of economic crisis similar to that which is
currently taking place as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, according to the forecasts of international
organizations [2]. This validity is supported by recent research affirming that crisis situations positively
affect social capital to help individuals overcome social needs [179,180]. In the case of the CSR, periods
of crisis represent a threat for companies [181,182], which might have a negative impact on support for
SE. Furthermore, it is necessary to frame these trends within the institutional changes in which cultural
values slowly evolve [183]; therefore, these results can be extrapolated to the present-day situation.
6. Conclusions, Limitations, and Further Research
Although the literature has extensively analysed SE from a sustainable development perspective,
no studies have considered the impacts of cultural factors as part of the complex landscape to build a
full map of SE. This work empirically confirms that postmaterialism is a valid tool to understand the
culture of present-day societies and offers an explanation of its influence on SE through four mediating
variables: social capital, entrepreneurship capital, social justice, and CSR.
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Thus, using institutional economics as the theoretical framework, our work establishes two main
drivers that impact SE. First, social capital is analysed from a top-down perspective as an endowed
factor. Its impact on SE depends on the role of changes in values in shaping a culture of trust and
tolerance. The positive direct impact of these changes on the size of SE confirms their importance in
business projects aimed at meeting social needs from a community perspective. The indirect impact
is channelled through capital that acts as a moderating variable expanding the positive influence of
social capital when there is a positive climate for business.
The second informal factor that impacts SE is CSR. The change in values also affects the social
involvement of companies and their commitment to solving problems in their environment in the form
of socially responsible activities. This impact is reinforced by social justice due to society’s shift in
values towards postmaterialist ideas, which is also the main component of the social dimension of CSR.
This produces a fairer and more egalitarian society with companies that are more committed to social
responsibility. Furthermore, we were able to confirm that CSR and SE are connected concepts and
that although SE may be considered a natural extension of CSR, the two concepts correlate negatively,
as the greater involvement of companies in socially responsible activities reduces market opportunities
for the generation of SE.
These results have implications for public policy. The importance of informal factors in the
generation of SE requires their consideration as elements of the SE ecosystem and, therefore, as an
object of public support. Cognitive measures are particularly important for raising the awareness and
visibility of SE to deconstruct any misconceptions. To achieve this objective, actions to foster SE in the
educational system and support for relevant researchers are required.
Notwithstanding the importance of our results, this study has several limitations that could
become lines of future research. First, this model considers five informal factors that are rarely brought
together in the literature. These factors, however, represent a small part of the institutional complexity
that impacts SE. The inclusion of new constructs to add more formal and informal factors would
be interesting to paint a global picture of SE’s reality. Carrying out a study according to groups of
countries with different levels of development would also allow us to assess the general validity of the
model. In both cases, the development of these paths would be conditioned by an increase in sample
countries since PLS-SEM requires that the sample size be at least ten times greater than the number of
constructs. In addition, the empirical analysis was based on a single cross section of data. However,
considering cultural context as dynamic concept requires a longitudinal approach to demonstrate
the validity of the proposed relations over time. Using panel data can add value beyond the current
empirical findings. The lack of standardised and normalised data for SE at the international level is
also a significant limitation.
Another aspect that requires improvement is the search for more and better indicators to improve
the quality of the latent variables and the structural relationships of the model. In particular, social
capital is defined by the associative activity and trust variables, but it is also essential to include
variables connected to civic norms. The improvement of this construct would have an impact on the
construction of capital entrepreneurship, which would arguably help reflect their multifaceted and
heterogeneous nature. CSR also requires additional research. The role of CSR as an interface between
the macro and micro level must be developed, including the influence that greater visibility has on
companies from both a communicational and a market penetration perspective, as well as the role that
governance has in deciding the guidelines for CSR interventions. In addition, a new definition of CSR
has to be investigated to include the environmental dimension excluded in this work. At this moment,
the absence of adequate databases is also a significant limitation.
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